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REMARKS 

The present response is intended to be fully responsive to all points of objection and/or 
rejection raised by the Examiner and is believed to place the application in condition for 
allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the application is respectfully requested. 

Applicant asserts that the present invention is new, non-obvious and useful. Prompt 
consideration and allowance of the claims is respectfully requested. 



Status of Claims 

Claims 1-21 are pending in the application. Claims 10-11 have been objected to. Claims 
1-21 have been rejected. Claims 1, 8-11, 13, and 16-17 have been amended. 

Claims 3, 5-6, and 19-21 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. In making 
this cancellation without prejudice, Applicants reserve all rights in these claims to file divisional 
and/or continuation patent applications. 

Remarks to the Drawings 

The Examiner has objected to the drawings as failing to comply with 37 CFR l.84(p)(5) 
because Figs. 4A and 4B include reference numbers "A" and "B" not mentioned in the 
specification. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. "A" and "B" are not reference numerals 
but rather connection markings indicating how the lines of Fig. 4A connect to the lines of Fig. 
4B. Thus, there is no need to mention these markings in the text. 

The Examiner has objected to the drawings as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the reference characters "<p" and "0" described on page 12, line 23. 
The specification has been amended to remove reference characters "<p" and "8" and thus, no 
drawing has been amended. 
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Accordingly, Applicants request withdrawal of the objection. 

In addition, item 1 10 of Fig. 4A has been amended to read "antenna combiner" to match 
the specification and thus, the correction which Examiner requested to page 15 has not been 
implemented in the Specification. 

Remarks to the Specification 

The Examiner objected to the disclosure because of three informalities: 

a) On page 12, line 15, the Examiner noted that the word "as" in the phrase "such 
as antenna", should be -an--. It has been amended accordingly; 

b) On page 1 5, lines 27 - 28, the Examiner noted that the reference numeral "1 1 0" 
is referred to an antenna combiner while the illustration in Fig. 4A indicates 
that "110" is an "antenna splitter". Fig. 4A has been amended (see discussion 
above) to read "antenna combiner" and thus, no changes were made to page 15. 

c) On page 18, line 4, the Examiner noted that the term "rectifier and imager" 
should be changed to -rectifier and averager--. This has been amended 
accordingly. 

Applicants note that the amendments to the specification are editorial in nature and do not 
introduce new matter. Accordingly, Applicants request withdrawal of the objection. 

Claim Objections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to claims 10-1 1 as being multiple dependent 

claims. 

Claims 10-11 have been amended to depend from a single claims. 
Accordingly, Applicants request withdrawal of the objection. 
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CLAIM REJECTIONS 

35 U.S.C § 112 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-12, 16-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 112 
second paragraph, as being indefinite. 

The Examiner noted that claims 1, 5, 8, 9, 16 and 17 are indefinite. Claim 5 has been 
cancelled. Claims 1, 8, 9, 16 and 17 have been amended to overcome the antecedent basis 
deficiencies noted by the Examiner. It is respectfully asserted that the foregoing amendment 
merely addresses matters of form and does not change the literal scope of the claim in any way 
or result in any prosecution history estoppel. 

Applicants respectfully assert that these amendments render claims 1, 8, 9, 16 and 17 
proper under 35 USC 1 12 and request that the rejections be withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. § 102 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Kurby et al. (US 5,559,806). 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Jalinek (US 5,434,575). 

Claims 20-21 have been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer and thus, these 
rejections are now moot. 

35 U.S.C. § 103 Rejections 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 3-4, 7, 13, 15 and 19 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a), as being unpatentable over Yiu (US 6,008,777) in view of Ling (US 6,172,970) 
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Yiu shows a method and apparatus for remotely interacting with a PC (see Abstract). The 
system provides output of a computer to a television set via a wireless channel within a building. 
Yiu discusses and shows wireless links 117, 119A-B and 121; however, as the Examiner noted, 
Yiu does not discuss the type of antenna used for these wireless links. 

Amended claim 1 utilizes the limitations of claim 3 (now cancelled) and recites "a multi- 
polarization transmission antenna unit". Page 11, lines 24 - 25 defines such an antenna as 
"having multiple, polarization directions." 

With respect to the Examiner's comment (Official Action, page 8, second paragraph) 

that: 

"In regards to claim 3, the modification of Yiu in view of Ling lacks a multi- 
polarization antenna. Official notice is taken that a multi-polarization antenna is well- 
known in the art at the time at the time (sic) of the invention. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a multi-polarization 
antenna in order to transmit signals in multiple polarization directions in order to increase 
the percent of the transmission signal." 

Applicants respectfully disagree. A multi-polarization transmission antenna 
simultaneously transmits differently-polarized versions of the same signals in different 
directions. Use of such an antenna is counter-intuitive, as no reception antenna, steerable, 
adaptive or otherwise, can receive all of the differently polarized versions of the signal. Despite 
this, Applicants chose to use a multi-polarization transmission antenna. 

As discussed in the present specification on pages 8, line 2 - page 9, line 23, in an indoor 
environment, signals bounce off walls, possibly undergoing polarization changes, possibly 
experiencing different multi-path fading for different paths and/or polarizations, etc. The present 
invention utilizes a multi -polarization transmission antenna in an attempt to increase the 
probability that the receiving antenna system will manage to find one sufficiently strong signal at 
some angle and/or polarization. 
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Thus, neither Yiu nor Ling, nor their combination, suggest the elements of amended 
independent claim 1: 

With respect to amended claim 13, neither Yiu nor Ling show a reception unit having: 

"a multi-polarization reception antenna unit having at least one set of two, differently 
polarized reception antennas for receiving multi-polarized transmitted output of said computer;" 

Thus, neither Yiu nor Ling, alone or in combination, teach or suggest the invention of 
claims 1 and 13. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that amended independent claims 1 and 13 
are allowable. Claims 4, 7 and 15 depend, directly or indirectly, from claims 1 and 13 and 
therefore include all the limitations of those claims. Therefore, Applicants respectfully assert 
that claims 4, 7 and 15 are likewise allowable. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner withdraw the rejections to amended independent claims 1 and 13 and to claims 4, 7 
and 15 dependent thereon. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being 
unpatentable over Yiu in view of Ling as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of JalineL 

Claim 6 has been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer and thus, this rejection is now 

moot. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 2 and 14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as 
being unpatentable over Yiu in view of Ling as applied to claims 1 and 13 above and further in 
view of Hudson (US 5,818,517). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection because a prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established. 

The combination of Yiu and Ling does not teach or suggest all the limitations of 
independent claims 1 and 13, nor does the combination of Yiu, Ling and Hudson teach or 
suggest all the limitations of dependent claims 2 and 14. The combination of Yiu and Ling has 
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been discussed above. That discussion is applicable here. Hudson is also silent as to multi- 
polarization antennas and therefore cannot cure the deficiencies of Yiu or of Ling. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully assert that this rejection should be withdrawn. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as being 
unpatentable over Yiu in view of Ling as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of Kurby 
etal. 

Claim 5 has been cancelled without prejudice or disclaimer and thus, this rejection is now 
moot. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that this rejection should be withdrawn. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 12 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 
as being unpatentable over Yiu in view of Ling as applied to claims 7 and 15 above and further 
in view of Bergins et al. (US 20030186706). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection because a prima facie case of obviousness 
has not been established. 

The combination of Yiu and Ling does not teach or suggest all the limitations of 
independent claims 1 and 13, nor does the combination of Yiu, Ling and Bergins et al. teach or 
suggest all the limitations of dependent claims 12 and 18. The combination of Yiu and Ling has 
been discussed above. That discussion is applicable here. Bergins et al. is also silent as to multi- 
polarization antennas and therefore cannot cure the deficiencies of Yiu or of Ling. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully assert that this rejection should be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, the pending claims are deemed to be 
allowable. Their favorable reconsideration and allowance is respectfully requested. 

Should the Examiner have any question or comment as to the form, content or entry of 
this Amendment, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number 
below. Similarly, if there are any further issues yet to be resolved to advance the prosecution of 
this application to issue, the Examiner is requested to telephone the undersigned counsel. 



